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On Ingenium: Thinking “the Competitive Political Culture” in the Late 
Republican Rome
Mutsuro Washida
The purpose of this study is to show the significance of ingenium as the po-
litical idea. This Latin word means innate or natural quality, intellectual power. 
In recent decades, it has been proposed that the politicians had struggled in “the 
competitive political culture” in the late Republican Rome. Such a new historical 
image does not match to the classical theory on the political control by nobiles. 
The monumental study of Hellegouarc’h on the political ideas in the Roman 
Republic reinforced this theory. But little is argued on ingenium as the political 
idea. It has generally studied in the literal and rhetorical sphere.
At first, I argued that the importance of this idea from the point of affini-
ty with another political idea, virtus, whose political significance is admittedly 
approved. Next, I show that politicians and historians in the late Republic like 
Sallust, Cicero naturally consider that innate ingenium can be exercised a poste-
riori. This point is very important. If only hereditary nobiles could hold political 
real power, the educability of this talent cannot be regarded as significant. At 
last, I examine the use of this idea on their portrayals of persons to show it fit the 
competitive political reality in those days.
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